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	Reviewer’s comment
Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.

	I think this is an interesting paper that adds to the growing literature of DCB use in large vessel disease and STEMIs. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	In this case is the thrombus burden truly high? If the thrombus can be removed with just manual thrombus aspiration, the thrombotic burden may not be high. 
Another issue would be that DCBs would probably not be recommended in patients with  high thrombus burden if there is a lot of residual clot behind. I don't agree with the statement that DCB was used given the thrombotic context. 
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.

	yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Was intravascular imaging used in this case? It may have been useful to delineate if this was a plaque rupture. If there was no evidence of plaque rupture or vulnerable plaque then could the thrombus be embolic in nature and hence was DCB necessary?
Another point of contention - the author mentioned the residual disease was <50%. Most international guidelines suggest that achieving a residual stenosis of <30% should be the target of lesion preparation before DCB application. What was the reason behind directly applying the DCB?

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Safety and efficacy of DCBs in STEMIs have been shown in case registries. This should be mentioned in the discussion. 
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?

	Yes
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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